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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to Remarks, filed 02/22/2006 and Response 
to Election Requirement, filed 06/08/2006. 

2. Claims 1-61 and 63-73 are pending. Claims 82-90 and 93-94 have been 
withdrawn. 

3. The objection to the drawings has been withdrawn in accordance with the 
applicant's amendments. 

Election/Restrictions 

4. Applicant's election with traverse of invention I (claims 1-61 and 63-73) in the 
reply filed on 06/08/2006 is acknowledged. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 02/22/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that Peterson et al. (US 6,343,271 B1 ) in combination with 
Trower, II et al. (US 6,922,810 B1) do not teach "determining whether the at least one 
provision applies to the claim" on the basis of "the received information corresponding 
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to the context free grammar expression" (Remarks, page 3). The examiner disagrees. 
The context free grammar expressions as claimed are merely rules stored within a 
database used in the claim adjudication process and Peterson et al. teach a predefined 
set of adjudication rules contained in an auto adjudication database, that provide the 
criteria by which claims are either approved or denied. The adjudication system also 
accesses a benefits database while determining whether a claim will be approved or 
denied (Fig. 4, elements 48, 50 and 28). Trower, II et al. was relied upon to teach that 
context free grammar expressions can be used as rules to access information within a 
database for information retrieval (col. 5, lines 35-44). Since Peterson et al. teach a 
database of rules, and accesses these rules for information retrieval (claim is approved 
or denied based on patients benefits) it would be combinable with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower, II et al. since these expressions are used as rules 
while accessing a database. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claims 1-61, 68-81, 84 and 91-92 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peterson et al. in view of Trower II et al. (6,922,810). 



As to claim 1, Peterson et al. teach; 

receiving information corresponding to at least one provision governing claim 
adjudication (the health care provider is able to download a form to prepare claims, 
where the form contains the patient's benefits information (col. 8, lines 16-20). The form 
is then used to properly adjudicate the claims, col. 9, lines 20-23); 

receiving information corresponding to a claim (creating a claim and then 
transferring the claim to the adjudication system, col. 9, lines 17-23); 

based on the received information corresponding to at least one provision and 
the received information corresponding to the claim, determining whether the at least 
one provision applies to the claim (the information pertaining to the claims are inputted 
and based on that information are auto adjudicated by a set of rules based on criteria 
set by the insurer (col. 9, lines 25-36), where it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention that the adjudication rules would contain rules 
related to comparing the claim to the patients benefits information since these rules are 
created by the insurer, and those claims that are covered by the benefits are to be 
approved). 

Peterson et al. does not explicitly teach a context free grammar expression. 
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However, Trower, II et al. teach using a context free grammar to create an 
expression for input to a database information retrieval system, (col. 5, lines 35-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claim 27, Peterson et al. teach: 

receiving information corresponding to different provisions governing adjudication 
of the claim (the health care provider is able to download a form to prepare claims, 
where the form contains the patient's benefits information, where the benefit information 
can be in different forms (col. 8, lines 16-20). The form is then used to properly 
adjudicate the claims, col. 9, lines 20-23); 

receiving information corresponding to a claim (creating a claim and then 
transferring the claim to the adjudication system, col. 9, lines 17-23); 

based on the received information corresponding the different provisions and the 
received information corresponding to the claim, determining whether the at least one 
provision applies to the claim (the information pertaining to the claims are inputted and 
based on that information are auto adjudicated by a set of rules based on criteria set by 
the insurer (col. 9, lines 25-36), where it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention that the adjudication rules would contain rules related to 
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comparing the claim to the patients benefits information since these rules are created by 
the insurer, and those claims that are covered by the benefits are to be approved). 

Peterson et al. does not explicitly teach a context free grammar expression. 

However, Trower, II et al. teach using a context free grammar to create an 
expression for input to a database information retrieval system, (col. 5, lines 35-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claims 2 and 28, Peterson et al. do not teach the context free grammar 
comprises a Backus-Naur format grammar. 

However, Trower II et al. teach a Backus-Naur format grammar (col. 8, lines I8- 
60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 



As to claim 3, Peterson et al. teach: 
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wherein at least one provision includes expression of application criteria for the 
provision (the patient's benefits information is inputted into a claim, col. 8, lines 19-23); 
and 

wherein determining whether the at least one provision applies to the claim 
includes evaluating the expression using the received information corresponding to the 
claim (the claim along with the patients benefits information is sent to the automatic 
adjudication system for approval or denial, col. 9, lines 30-36). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claims 4 and 29, Peterson et al. teach automatically adjudicating the claim 
based on the at least one provision that applies to that claim (the claim along with the 
patient's benefits information is sent to the automatic adjudication system for approval 
or denial, col. 9, lines 30-36). 

As to claim 5, Peterson et al. teach adjudicating comprises at least one of the 
following: determining an obligation owed to another party and determining an amount 
owed from another party (adjudicating the claims and determining to either approve or 
deny the claim, col. 9, lines 34-35). 
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As to claim 6, Peterson et al. teach logging identification of the provision 
determined to apply to the claim along with information corresponding to the 
adjudication (applying adjudication rules to the personal benefits to determine if the 
claim should be approved or denied, col. 9, lines 30-35). 

As to claim 7, Peterson et al. teach generating a report by analyzing different 
adjudications of the provision (providing the results of the adjudication to a means to 
initiate payment, where payment is made if the claim has been approved by the 
adjudication system col. 9 t lines 62-65. Where it would be obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention that a report would be made based on whether 
the claim is approved or denied, and that report is forwarded to the payment facility). 

As to claim 8, Peterson et al. do no teach the received information corresponding 
to the context free grammar expression of the at least one provision comprises 
information determined by parsing the context free grammar expression. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing a context free grammar expression to find 
the information to provide as input to the system, (col. 5, lines 35-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 
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As to claim 9, Peterson et al. does not teach the context free grammar 
expression of the at least one provision includes information corresponding to a tree 
generated by parsing the context free grammar expression. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing an inputted context free grammar 
expression (col. 7, lines 16-18). Where it would be necessary to use a parse tree, since 
parse trees are commonly used when single words or characters must be parsed from a 
sentence and used for input to a system). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claim 10, Peterson et al. does no teach parsing the context free grammar 
expression. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing the context free grammar expression (col. 
7, lines 17-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 
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As to claim 1 1 , Peterson et al. does not teach generating a tree from the parsing 
of the context free grammar expression. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing an inputted context free grammar 
expression (col. 7, lines 16-18). Where it would be necessary to use a parse tree, since 
parse trees are commonly used when single words or characters must be parsed from a 
sentence and used for input to a system). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claims 12 and 71 , Peterson et al. teach: 

providing a graphical user interface for receiving user input identifying provision 
elements (graphical user interface with menus for receiving user input related to the 
patients benefits information, col. 8, lines 29-34); and 

generating an expression of the provision (generating an input based on the 
benefits (col. 8, lines 50-55). 

Peterson et al. do not teach the context free grammar based on the received 
user input 

However, Trower II et al. teach generating an input based on a users input and a 
context free grammar expression (col. 5, lines 35-40). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claim 13, Peterson et al. teach receiving information corresponding to at 
least one provision comprises receiving information corresponding to more than one 
provision (receiving information corresponding to information related to the patients 
benefits information, col. 8, lines 20-22). 

As to claim 14, Peterson et al. teach determining whether the at least one 
provision applies to the claim comprises determining more than one provision applies 
(determining what benefits apply to the claim (col. 9, lines 17-23), where it would be 
necessary to determine if more than one benefit will cover the claim). 

As to claim 15, Peterson et al. teach the more than one provisions comprise one 
or more provisions included in an agreement (the benefits include contractual and 
insurance obligations between the patient, the insurers, and the participating health care 
providers, col. 7, lines 23-27). 

As to claim 16, Peterson et al. teach the more than one provisions comprise 
provisions included in different agreements (the benefits include contractual and 



Application/Control Number: 09/833,097 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2626 

insurance obligations between the patient, the insurers, and the participating health care 
providers, col. 7, lines 23-27). 

As to claims 17 and 32, Peterson et al. teach at least one provision comprises a 
provision included in a healthcare plan (the benefits include contractual and insurance 
obligations between the patient, the insurers, and the participating health care 
providers, col. 7, lines 23-27). 

As to claims 18 and 37, Peterson et al. teach at least one provision comprises a 
provision included in a provider contract (the benefits include contractual and insurance 
obligations between the patient, the insurers, and the participating health care 
providers, col. 7, lines 23-27). 

As to claims 19, 33-36 and 39, Peterson et al. teach at least on provision 
comprises a provision corresponding to a policy regarding claim coverage, and 
excluding coverage, limiting coverage, governing coverage deductibles, expressing 
calculation of benefits (the benefits include contractual and insurance obligations 
between the patient, the insurers, and the participating health care providers, col. 7, 
lines 23-27). 

As to claim 20, Peterson et al. teach at least one provision comprises a provision 
corresponding to a regulation (the benefits include contractual and insurance obligations 



Application/Control Number: 09/833,097 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2626 

between the patient, the insurers, and the participating health care providers, col. 7, 
lines 23-27). 

As to claim 21 , Peterson et al. teach receiving information corresponding to a 
claim comprises receiving information over a network (accessing via the Internet (col. 8, 
line 35). 

As to claim 22, Peterson et al. teach the claim comprises a claim having at least 
one code corresponding to a healthcare service, procedure, or tangible article (encoding 
the diagnosis and treatment onto the claim form as the claim is prepared for 
submission, col. 9, lines 10-13). 

As to claim 23, Peterson et al. teach the code comprises an AMA (America 
medical Association) code (encoding the diagnosis and treatment onto the claim form 
as the claim is prepared for submission, col. 9, lines 10-13, where it would be necessary 
that the codes could be one of the AMA codes). 

As to claim 24, Peterson et al. teach extracting the information corresponding to 
the claim from information included on a health insurance claim form (using health 
insurance claim forms, col. 8, lines 18-20). 
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As to claim 25, Peterson et al. teach the health insurance claim form comprise a 
HCFA form (using health insurance claim forms, col. 8, lines 18-20, where it would be 
necessary the form is a HCFA form). 

As to claim 26, Peterson et al. teach the extracting comprises extracting from an 
electronic data structure storing from data (downloading a form, and then using that 
form for adjudication, col. 8, lines 18-20, where it would be necessary for the form to 
contain electronic data since it is on a computer). 

As to claim 30, Peterson et al. teach adjudicating the claim includes accessing a 
history of the previously adjudicated claims (the benefits system, which is used, by the 
adjudication system includes information pertaining to the totals of health care expenses 
paid by the patient, which is important when payment caps are used within a benefit, 
col. 7, lines 30-35, where it would be necessary for the previous payments to have gone 
through an adjudication process). 

As to claim 31 , Peterson et al. teach accessing a history of previously 
adjudicated claims for a single healthcare plan member (the benefits system, which is 
used, by the adjudication system includes information pertaining to the totals of health 
care expenses paid by the patient, which is important when payment caps are used 
within a benefit, col. 7, lines 30-35, where it would be necessary for the previous 
payments to have gone through an adjudication process). 
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As to claim 38, Peterson et al. teach the provisions comprise provisions in a 
benefit schedule (the benefits include contractual and insurance obligations between 
the patient, the insurers, and the participating health care providers, col. 7, lines 23-27). 

As to claim 40, Peterson et al. teach the provision comprise different benefit 
schedules (the benefits include contractual and insurance obligations between the 
patient, the insurers, and the participating health care providers including benefit 
schedules, col. 7, lines 23-27). 

As to claim 41 , Peterson et al. teach the different benefit schedules comprise at 
least one of he following: a default benefit schedule, an in-network benefit schedule, 
and an out-of-network benefit schedule (an in-network benefit schedule and an out-of- 
network benefit schedule, col. 7, lines 25-35). 

As to claim 42, Peterson et al. teach determining, which, if any of the different 
benefit schedules applies to the claim (auto adjudicating the claim, where the amount is 
determined to be paid out, and where this amount is based on the benefits of the 
patient, where different schedules would pay different amounts, col. 9, lines 46-55, and 
62-67). 
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As to claim 43, Peterson et al. teach determining the benefits owed to the 
healthcare plan member (auto adjudicating the claim, where the amount is determined 
to be paid out, and where this amount is based on the benefits of the patient, where 
different schedules would pay different amounts, col. 9, lines 46-55, and 62-67). 

As to claim 44, Peterson et al. teach generating an explanation of benefits for the 
determined benefits (explaining the benefits, col. 10, lines 25-30). 

As to claim 45 and 46, Peterson et al. teach the provisions comprise provisions 
included in a provider contract describing reimbursement owed to a provider or to the 
provider for the claim (the benefits database contains the information pertaining to the 
contractual and insurance obligations between the patient, the insurers and the 
participating health care providers, including information such as expenses to be paid, 
col. 7, lines 24-34, where it would be necessary to determine if money is owed to the 
provider). 

As to claim 47, Peterson et al. teach generating an explanation of reimbursement 
for the determined reimbursement (printing a invoice showing what money is owed, and 
who the money is owed to, col. 10, lines 17-23). 
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As to claim 48, Peterson et al. teach the provisions comprise provisions 
corresponding to a healthcare company policy (the benefits include healthcare company 
policy, col. 7, lines 20-26). 

As to claim 49, Peterson et al. teach the provisions comprise provisions 
corresponding to regulations (the benefits database can contain regulations such as 
persons to be contacted in case of emergency and medical history, col. 7, lines 39-41 , 
where it would be necessary that within the medical history files pertaining to do not 
resuscitate and organ donor would be included). 

As to claim 50, Peterson et al. teach more than one of the provisions applies to a 
claim (determining what provisions apply to the claims, col. 9, lines 18-23, where it 
would be necessary that more than one provision could apply to claim, since claims can 
fall under numerous treatments). 

As to claim 51 , Peterson et al. teach determining whether to review a claim by 
hand (col. 9, lines 35-37). 

As to claim 52, Peterson et al. teach determining based on an estimation that a 
particular member can be correctly identified based on information corresponding to the 
claim (within the claim information is held to determine who the claim belongs to, col. 
10, lines 17-20). 
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As to claim 53, Peterson et al. teach the estimation comprises an estimation 
based on a weighting of different member information included in the claim (matching 
the insured to a social security number to find the identity of the insured, col. 16, lines 
21-24, where it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to weight the different members, and find the one that has the highest weight, 
selecting that one to be the insured, to improve the accuracy in which the patient is 
selected). 

As to claim 54, Peterson et al. teach determining based on estimation that a 
provider can be correctly identified (selecting the provider to pay the appropriate 
amount, col. 9, line 65 through col. 10, line 3). 

As to claim 55, Peterson et al. teach the estimation comprises an estimation 
based on a weighting of different provider information included in the claim (selecting 
the provider to pay the appropriate amount, col. 9, line 65 through col. 10, line 3, where 
it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a weighting function based 
on the claim information to increase the accuracy in which a correct provider can be 
found). 

As to claim 56, Peterson et al. do not teach receiving text of the context free 
grammar expression of the provisions. 
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However, Trower, II et al. teach using a context free grammar to create an 
expression for input to a database information retrieval system, (col. 5, lines 35-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claim 57, Peterson et al. do not teach parsing the received text of the 
context free grammar expression of the provisions. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing a context free grammar expression to find 
the information to provide as input to the system, (col. 5, lines 35-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claim 58, Peterson et al. do not teach generating information corresponding 
to a tree from the parsing. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing an inputted context free grammar 
expression (col. 7, lines 16-18). Where it would be necessary to use a parse tree, since 
parse trees are commonly used when single words or characters must be parsed from a 
sentence and used for input to a system). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claim 59, Peterson et al. do teach receiving information comprises 
receiving information produced by parsing the context free grammar expression of the 
provisions. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing an inputted context free grammar 
expression to find the input information (col. 7, lines 16-18). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claim 60, Peterson et al. do not teach receiving information comprises 
receiving information corresponding to a tree generated by parsing the context free 
grammar expression of the provisions. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing an inputted context free grammar 
expression (col. 7, lines 16-18). Where it would be necessary to use a parse tree, since 
parse trees are commonly used when single words or characters must be parsed from a 
sentence and used for input to a system. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 

As to claim 61, Peterson et al. do not teach storing information corresponding to 
a tree based on a parsing of the context free grammar, each provision represented by 
one or more tree nodes; nor 

wherein determining whether a provision applies comprises traversing the tree to 
identify tree nodes corresponding to the claim. 

However, Trower II et al. teach parsing an inputted context free grammar 
expression (col. 7, lines 16-18). Where it would be necessary to use a parse tree to 
select the input information from the input and then apply that information in a format 
that is easy for a computer to read, to the system. Trower II et al. also teaches finding 
matching from the parsed information, (col. 5, lines 35-44). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the methods of Peterson et al. with the context free 
grammar expressions of Trower II et al. to create a system that has an input that allows 
for straightforward computer access, as taught by Trower II et al. (col. 5, lines 38-44). 
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As to claim 68, Peterson et al. teach information corresponding to the claim 
comprises one or more healthcare codes (encoding the diagnosis and treatment onto 
the claim form as the claim is prepared for submission, col. 9, lines 10-13). 

As to claim 69, Peterson et al. teach bundling a first set of more than one 
healthcare code into a second set having fewer healthcare codes that the first set (the 
set of codes used within the claim document, creating a smaller set of codes used 
within the document, col. 9, lines 10-13). 

As to claim 70, Peterson et al. teach replacing a healthcare code with a different 
healthcare code (encoding healthcare information within a document, where healthcare 
information can be replaced with different healthcare information, col. 9, lines 10-15). 

As to claim 72, Peterson et al. teach determining if the provisions conflict at 
design time (the insurer is able to set the rules of adjudication, (col. 9, lines 31-33), 
where it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
that if conflicts were found in the database the insures would be able to correct them). 

As to claim 73, Peterson et al. teach determining if the provisions conflict 
comprises determining if the provision reference the same healthcare code time (the 
insurer is able to set the rules of adjudication, (col. 9, lines 31-33), where it would be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that if conflicts were 



Application/Control Number: 09/833,097 Page 23 

Art Unit: 2626 

found in the database, where provisions called the same healthcare code the insures 
would be able to correct them). 



8. Claim 63-67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. in view of Trower II et al. as applied to claim 61 above, and further in 
view of Wakayama et al. (5,491 ,628). 

As to claim 63, Peterson et al. and Trower II et al. do not teach: 
wherein at least some tree nodes include terminal values of the context free 
grammar; 

wherein the information corresponding to the claim comprises information 
including a terminal value of the context free grammar; and 

wherein traversing the tree to identify tree nodes corresponding to the claim 
correspond identifying a terminal value included in the tree and included in the 
information corresponding to the claim. 

However, Wakayama et al. teach creating a parse tree from a context free 
grammar, where there are terminal values; information is represented by terminal 
values within the parse tree and traversing the tree to identify tree nodes corresponding 
to the needed information (fig. 1 , and lines 53-67). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Peterson et al. with the methods of Trower 
II et al. with the parse tree creation of Wakayama et al. to increase the ability for a 
system to compute the transformation from the first document to the second document 
as an attribute evaluation, as taught by Trower II et al., (col. 2, lines 19-22). 

As to claim 64, Peterson et al. and Trower II et al. do not teach: 
traversing the tree comprises determining a sub-tree to traverse and indexing the 
sub-tree. 

However, Wakayama et al. teach traversing sub-trees with a tree, (fig. 1). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Peterson et al. with the methods of Trower 
II et al. with the parse tree creation of Wakayama et al. to increase the ability for a 
system to compute the transformation from the first document to the second document 
as an attribute evaluation, as taught by Trower II et al., (col. 2, lines 19-22). 

As to claim 65, Peterson et al. teach exclusions, limits, deductibles and benefits 
(col. 7, lines 20-30). 

Peterson et al. and Trower II et al. do not teach using sub-trees. 

However, Wakayama et al. teach sub-trees with a tree, (fig. 1 ). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Peterson et al. with the methods of Trower 
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II et al. with the parse tree creation of Wakayama et al. to increase the ability for a 
system to compute the transformation from the first document to the second document 
as an attribute evaluation, as taught by Trower II et al., (col. 2, lines 19-22). 

As to claim 66, Peterson et al. and Trower II et al. do not teach a provision in the 
exclusions sub-tree applies to the claim, not traversing the limits sub-tree, the 
deductibles sub-tree, or the benefits sub-tree for the claim. 

However, Wakayama et al. teach traversing paths of sub-trees within a tree to 
find the correct path, (fig. 1). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Peterson et al. with the methods of Trower 
II et al. with the parse tree creation of Wakayama et al. to increase the ability for a 
system to compute the transformation from the first document to the second document 
as an attribute evaluation, as taught by Trower II et al., (col. 2, lines 19-22). 

As to claim 67, Peterson et al. teaches determining the benefit schedule that 
applies to the claim (adjudicating the claims based on the benefits that fit the claims, 
col. 9, lines 18-25). 

Peterson et al. and Trower II et al. do not teach determining the sub-tree to 
traverse. 

However, Wakayama et al. teach traversing paths of sub-trees within a tree to 
find the correct path, (fig. 1). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Peterson et al. with the methods of Trower 
II et al. with the parse tree creation of Wakayama et al. to increase the ability for a 
system to compute the transformation from the first document to the second document 
as an attribute evaluation, as taught by Trower II et al., (col. 2, lines 19-22). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas E. Shortledge whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7612. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 - 4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on (571)272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



TS 

8/28/06 
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